The system of division within the verse by the accents has been investigated and described, but the system of division into verses has never been described. This article focuses on the system of dividing lists into verses. A list may be divided into verses containing one, two or three items. The decision on the number of items to be included in a given verse depends on the length of the items. Thus, the first step is to determine the exact length of the items suitable for each arrangement. The next step is to describe the exact method of division when the list cannot be evenly divided.
Introduction

Division into verses and division within the verse
The Masoretic Text (MT) of the Hebrew Bible is divided into verses, and each verse is divided into smaller sections by the accents. The system of division within the verse has been thoroughly investigated and widely described. The system of division into verses, however, has never been described.
In this article, I intend to focus on the system according to which the biblical text was divided into verses, but only in a specific kind of text: lists of items enumerated in sequence and coordinated with each other in equal syntactic status. In such lists, the division does not reflect the unique syntactic structure of a specific text, but rather is based solely on technical principles.
The division of the biblical text into verses cannot be later than the second century c.e., as verses are mentioned in the Mishnah. 1 However, there is no 1) M. Meg. 4:4. way to know whether and to what extent the division referred to bears any similarity to the division known to us. There are also hints pointing to different systems of division, but these are rare and are insufficient for reconstructing a full system. 2 Therefore, this article is based on the MT as it is manifested in the Tiberian manuscripts.
Similarly, accents are also mentioned in the Babylonian Talmud, 3 but here again, it is impossible to determine the exact relationship between the systems being referred to and the systems known to us.
Although it is natural to assume that the division into verses preceded division within the verse, such a diachronic development cannot be traced, since all the systems known to us include both types of division. 4 Consequently, not only is description of the system of versification important for its own sake, but it also has implications for understanding the general process by which the MT was created: establishing the principles for the division into verses and comparing them with the principles for division within the verse may enhance our understanding of the relationship between these systems of division.
It is important to stress a distinction between these systems which is crucial for this investigation. The basic principle of division within the verse is that of dichotomy: a verse is divided into two parts, with each resulting part 2) See b. Qidd. 30a, which states that "in the verses too we are not certain", and mentions a case in which Palestinian and Babylonian versification differ. Contradictions between versification and section division (whether in the MT or in the Dead Sea Scrolls) also prove that various methods of versification existed in ancient times. See e.g., E. Tov, "Sense Division in the Qumran Texts, the Masoretic Text, and the Ancient Translations of the Bible", in J. Krasovec (ed. subsequently divided into two, and so on. 5 This creates a clear arrangement of the parts of the verse, reflecting various kinds of syntactic relationships between them. On the other hand, division into verses produces a sequence of sections with no hierarchy, the only syntactic relationship between them being that of coordination.
It is in the domain of lists that division into verses seems preferable. While division of a normal sentence into small parts according to the dichotomy principle gives a reasonable result, dividing lists according to the same principle leads to an artificial arrangement of the items. Conversely, dividing a list into a sequence of verses, each with equal status, seems more natural. For example, the following list of nine names is divided by the accents in the following way: which may be represented by the simple formula 3 + 3 + 3.
The unique nature of lists justifies concentrating on this kind of text. Investigation of other kinds of texts will involve examination of the way the syntactic relationship between sentences is treated within the two systems.
Method of Research
A list may be divided into verses containing one, two or three items. Consider the following examples, each of which contains six items:
Three items per verse ( Josh 15:58-59) 6 ‫וחצריהן.‬ ‫שש‬ ‫ערים‬ / ‫ואלתקן‬ ‫ענות‬ ‫ובית‬ ‫ומערת‬ ‫וגדור.‬ ‫צור‬ ‫בית‬ ‫חלחול‬ 5) See, e.g., Wickes, A Treatise, pp. 29-60. 6) For the meaning of the / sign see the following section. It is evident that the decision on the number of items to be included in a given verse depends on the length of the items: the longer the items, the fewer are included in each verse. Therefore, the first step is to determine the exact length of the items suitable for each of the aforementioned arrangements. This will be described in section 2.
Having decided between the possible arrangements, the exact method of division must be described. For example, when a list is expected to be divided into groups of three, and can be evenly divided, no difficulty arises. However, when the number of items cannot be evenly divided into three, one of the verses must contain a different number of items. A similar difficulty arises in conjunction with lists of odd-numbered items which must be divided into groups of two. The principles of dividing such lists are treated in sections 3-4. Sections 5-6 deal with other kinds of division.
Additions to the list
In addition to the listed items, most lists also contain an addition-an introduction or an appendage. In the case of a short addition, it is attached to the first or last verse, not presented as a separate verse. Nor does it cause a decrease in the number of items in the verse to which it is added. Indeed, the addition does not affect the division in any way: the body of the list is divided according to the relevant principles, while the addition is simply added to the opening or concluding verse.
In order to highlight the body of the list, the / sign will be used to mark the border between the addition and the body. The following example contains an introduction:
In this example there is an appendage: In all cases, the list is divided exactly as it would have been without any addition.
The same principle holds for the division of a verse into smaller parts by the accents:
In these cases, too, the list is divided into two equal parts by the main division, while the introduction is only added to the first part. 
Calculating the length of the items and the system of presentation
Since length of the listed items is the criterion for the selection of the system of division, the method of calculating the length is central to this investigation. The length is calculated according to the number of words. 8 A short word, composed of one syllable (usually a preposition, such as ʾet, ʿal ), is considered part of the following word. 9 7) On this principle within the verse see Wickes, A Treatise, pp. 34-42; in his words, "the division is made . . . just as if the introductory words were absent". On p. 42 he notes that adherence to the same principle is also discernible in the division of lists into verses. 8) I have also attempted to measure according to the number of syllables. This produced very similar results, with a few more exceptions, so I conclude that measuring according to the number of words is the best way to describe the method of division. 9) However, a short word is not considered part of the previous word. I do not use the maqqef to decide this issue. Maqqef is part of the accent system, and, since we do not know whether When items are of unequal length, length is determined according to the average. For example: It might be expected that the tendency to divide would increase in the presence of an addition (introduction or appendage), in order to avoid overly long verses. Indeed, in the following pair this motivation is evident:
that system as it is known to us already existed when the division into verses took place, I refrain from basing my investigation of the latter on the former. 10) I assume that the nature of the list was fixed according to the dominant length of the listed items. I could not find a better way of determining the dominant length than that of calculating the average. 11) In presenting the cases, I will specify the exact average. However, when discussing the system of division, I will give only the approximate number. Therefore, throughout the article, a whole number indicates that the average is less than the following whole number, e.g., "one" means an average of 1-1.99, and so on. We can conclude that although the system of division can be described, the principle on which the very decision to divide a list (of up to fourteen items) is based is not known. Since the discussion here is limited to division into verses, the way a list is divided by the accents within the verse is not treated here.
Division according to structure
This article deals with sequence of similar items. Consequently, the division discussed in this article is purely technical, based on general principles. However, in many cases a list is divided according to internal landmarks in the text. Such lists are not treated in this article. I will here present four examples of this type of division. The three items preceded by ʿad mark the end of the verses.
Deciding between the Systems of Division
Three Items per Verse
In this section, I adduce one example for each category represented in the Bible by at least three cases, or represented in more than one class of division (e.g., a category which is sometimes divided into verses containing three items and other times divided into verses containing two items).
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Lists which cannot be evenly divided into three (e.g., lists of thirteen items, divided into three groups of three and one group of four), are included here without further comment. The exact method for dividing such lists is discussed in section 3.
A single word
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When the length of the items is less than two words, the list is always divided into verses containing three items. 
Two Items per Verse
Two or three words
When each item is two or three words long, the list is divided into verses containing two items. 
Four words
When each item consists of four words, the list may be divided so that each verse contains one or two items (see 2.3.2). Here I adduce examples of division into verses containing two items. It seems that since each item includes two instances of the short word l e vad, the items are considered shorter than five words.
One Item per Verse
Three words
When each item consists of three words, the list is usually divided so that each verse contains two items (2.2.1). The following is the only case in which there is one item per verse: In other cases of lists in this category, they are divided into verses containing two items each, according to the principle described above, so this case should be considered an exception. The total number of the cases is 141. Two of them, or 1.4% of the cases, are exceptions.
Four words
19) Exceptions are cases divided according to a class other than the one expected. Cases which do not belong to any of these classes (e.g., division of 6-6 instead of 3-3-3-3), are not mentioned here, and are discussed in detail in section 5.
The System of Division into Verses Containing Three Items
In this section I will describe the exact way a list is divided into verses containing three items.
In every type, I will adduce one example for each number found in the MT. In addition, I will adduce all the exceptions to the regular rules.
Lists Evenly Divided into Three
When the number of items can be evenly divided into three, the items are divided three items per verse, without exception. 
Lists with a Remainder of Two
When the division into three produces a remainder of two, the list is divided into verses containing three items and one verse containing two. The short verse is the last one.
In the MT, there is no verse containing only two words. Consequently, this division is possible only when it does not result in such a verse: there must either be an appendage, in which case the final verse will be longer than two words, or each item must be greater than one word in length. In such cases, although the final verse contains only two items, it is still longer than two words. 
Exceptions
In the following case, division is such that the short group comes at the beginning, with the underlined name, which is the only one with waw, at the end of a verse: In the following four cases, the normal division would have resulted in a verse consisting of two words at the end, which is to be avoided. In order to solve this problem, in one case the division is done in such a way that the short verse comes at the beginning: The difference seems to be that in the first case the introduction is long, while in the other three cases it is short, and the inclusion of five items in a verse does not make it overly lengthy. In one case, a verse consisting of five items appears at the end: According to the total explicitly given, fourteen, the final verse should mention five cities. However, according to many interpretations, there are only three or four cities in the final verse. 21 If this was the original reading, the division here is normal.
Lists with a Remainder of One
When division into three results in a remainder of one, the list is divided into verses consisting of three items plus one verse consisting of four. The long verse is the last one. Exception to this are lists of seven items, in which the long verse is the first one (3.3.2).
If we combine this principle with the principles described above, we can define the system as follows: (1) a list is divided into verses containing three items per verse, and the exceptional verse may contain either two or four items; (2) the exceptional verse is always at the end: if the remainder is one, the remainder is added to the final verse; if the remainder is two, the remainder is the final verse.
It should be stressed that this system does not reflect a motivation to locate a verse according to its length, i.e., to divide a list so that a short verse or a long verse should come at the beginning or at the end. Rather, the motivation here is always to introduce the exceptional verse at the end, whether shorter or longer. This contradicts the method in other lists, where the long verse is the final one. The explanation seems to be that in all other cases, the list opens with normal verses (containing three items) and ends with the exceptional verse (containing two or four items). However, in a list of seven items divided into only two verses, it is impossible to say which verse is normal and which is exceptional. Accordingly, there is no reason to divide in such a way that the verse containing four items should come at the end. Since in such a list we have two parts, the division is done so that the longer part comes first. This tendency, i.e., to arrange in such a way that the longer of two parts comes first, is very common in division within the verse, 26 e. The motivation here is to divide in such a way that the underlined name, without waw, comes at the beginning of the verse. The reason for this division remains unclear to me.
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In one case, the exceptional verse is indeed at the end, but it contains only one item: The last name is accompanied by a long relative clause. Consequently, it is presented in a separated verse, and the other six items are divided 3-3. 28 manuscripts, there is a tendency to divide in such a way that the short part comes first; see Shoshany, Babylonian Accentuation System, pp. 173-267; 415-418. However, this unique tendency of the Babylonian manuscripts is only manifested in dividing small sections of the verse, while in dividing the whole verse into two parts (by atnaḥ ), the tendency is similar to that of the Tiberian system, namely to have the longer part come first; see Shoshany, p. 278. Accordingly, when we deal with division into verses, it is not surprising to find that the longer part comes first according to all systems. I thank Dr. Shosany for assisting me in this topic. 27) In the Peshitta, Zeraḥ is missing. If this was the reading of those responsible for the division, it can be classified among lists of 6, divided, as expected, 3-3. 28) Unlike an addition that relates to the whole list, which is not regarded as part of the list, the relative clause in this case relates only to the final name. The total number of cases divided into verses containing three items is 70. 56 cases conform to the regular principles described, while 14 cases (20%) deviate from them.
Conclusion
If the explanations proposed above are accepted, there are only three cases (4.3%) of unexplained exceptions. 
The System of Division into Verses Containing Two Items per Verse
In this section I will describe the system of division into verses containing two items.
Even Numbers
When the number of items is even, the list is divided into verses containing two items, without exception. 
Odd Numbers
In lists of odd-numbered items, the system of division is not uniform. The remainder may be presented as a separate verse or be added to a verse to create a verse consisting of three items; in either case, the exceptional verseconsisting of one or three items-may appear at the beginning or at the end of the list. A verse consisting of three items at the beginning 
Conclusion
The first question is why the exceptional verse sometimes consists of one item and other times consists of three. For this I have no answer. The second question is why the exceptional verse (consisting of either one or three items) is sometimes at the beginning and other times at the end. It seems that its placement depends in turn on the placement of the longer of the two verses (three versus two or two versus one)-at the beginning or at the end. This is decided on the basis of the length of the introduction. I shall present all the cases sorted according to this criterion: As is shown in the table, the location of the longer part is decided according to the length of the introduction: 30 when there is no introduction, or when it is short (two words), the longer part is at the beginning; when the introduction is long (three or more words), the longer part is at the end. The motivation is to maintain balance: in a long introduction, starting with the long part would create a very long verse.
30) The length of the appendage does not seem to play any role.
Other systems of division
The lists described so far are divided into verses containing one, two, or three items, according to the length of the items. However, in fourteen cases various reasons led to the use of a different method of division. All of them will be discussed in this section. 31 
Influence of the conjunction waw
The conjunction waw has a significant influence on the division. 32 There is a tendency to divide in such a way that a noun without waw comes at the beginning of a verse and a noun with waw at the end. Of course, when such a division is not possible (e.g., when either all or none of the items are accompanied by waw), this tendency cannot be realized. But whenever possible, an effort is made to divide according to this principle. 33 Consequently, in a list of nouns where the majority come with the conjunction waw, the division is made so that waw-less nouns come at the beginning of the verses: According to the length of the items, all cases discussed in this section save one were expected to be divided into verses containing three items; see note 35. 32) On the influence of the waw on the division within the verse see, e.g., Spanier, Akzente, p. 51. 33) In five cases I found that the division is not affected by the waw and the normal division is maintained, so that a noun with waw appears at the beginning of a verse ( Josh 15:41; Neh 10:27; 12:19), or a noun without waw appears at the end (Neh 12:6; Ezra 10:38, 41), in spite of the possibility of alternate division. There is a tension between the influence of the waw and the tendency toward normal division, and this tension may result in inconsistency.
34) The last seven names all have waw. However, dividing the eight names in a different method (e.g., 3-3-2, according to the rule of lists of eight) would result in a final verse consisting of only two words.
Similarly, in a list of nouns wherein the majority lack a conjunction waw, the division is such that the minority with waw come at the end of a verse: In the following, I present the expected division according to the waw in rows (the current division is marked with periods): 35) In this section, this is the only case in which division into verses containing two items is expected. In all the other cases the expectation is for division into verses containing three items each. 36) In the second group, the pair ‫אל‬ ‫ומגדל‬ ‫ויראון‬ is too short to create a verse, so it is combined with the following group. In both cases, the division is according to the appearance of the waw, but a verse consisting of only two words, which is created according to this division, is combined with the previous one. 37 Similarly, in the following two cases we have the same list divided in different ways:
Here again I present the expected division according to the waw in rows (the current division is marked with periods):
Gen 25:13-15
In both cases, after dividing according to the waw, a verse consisting of two words is combined with the following one.
Finally, the following list is divided into two parts: in the first, all the names have waw, in the second, none has waw: The division in Chron, into verses containing three items each, is expected. If this was the original reading also in Sam, and the division into verses preceded the dropping of the two names, we may assume that an original division is preserved here. The expected division is 3-3-2. All the names in this list are composed of two words except for the underlined names. It seems that in order to maintain balance, they were treated as one. Consequently, the list is considered a list of seven items, divided 4-3 (according to the principle described above; see 3.3.2). The reason for introducing the short verse at the beginning is to avoid a final verse consisting of only two words. But the reason for the peculiar division into verses containing four items is unclear to me. Table 5 . Summarizing Table: Normal division 141
Conclusion
Exceptions and reason The conjunction waw 10 other cases 4
The total number of cases is 155. 141 cases are divided according to the expected principles of division, as described in the previous sections, while 14 cases (9%) are divided according to different principles, as discussed in this section. 41 If the explanations proposed in this section are accepted, there is only one case left unexplained (0.6%).
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Lists of Three, Four and Five Items
Lists of three, four and five items do not fall into the categories mentioned above: the number of items is too small to determine whether the list is divided into verses containing two or three items. These lists must be described separately.
Lists of Three Items
When there is an introduction, but no appendage, the first item is added to the introduction to create a division of 1-2:
In one case the division is 2-1 although there is an introduction and no appendage: The reason is the similarity between the attributes of the first two names: haḥ itti-haḥ ivvi.
Lists of Four Items
When the last item is longer than the rest of the items, the division is 3-1: 
Lists of Five Items
According to the previous sections, in a list of five the division must always be 3-2: in verses containing three items, the short verse is at the end (3.2); in 43) When the length of the items is equal, the division is 2-2. These cases are described in their regular place (see 2.2; 4.1).
verses containing two items, when the number is odd and the introduction is short (which is the case in all the lists of five), the long verse is at the beginning (4.2). To this we should add the tendency, when dividing a list into two parts, to place the longer part first (3.3.2.1). Indeed, the normal division is 3-2: In this case, the difference in length between the items is considerable: the first two items are especially long (six words), so they are grouped in a separate verse.
Conclusion
In this article, the principles according to which lists are divided into verses have been investigated and described. These principles can be summarized as follows:
1. A list can be divided into verses containing one, two, or three items per verse. 2. The system of division is selected according to the length of the items:
when each item consists of one word, 44 the list is divided into verses containing three items; when each item consists of two or three words, the list is divided into verses containing two items; when each item consists of five words or more, the list is divided into verses containing one item. 45 3. The list is divided into equal parts. When the number of items does not allow for an even division, an exceptional verse is created at the end of the list.
In order to explain the logic of this system, let us first deal with items consisting of one word, divided into verses containing three items each. This method doubtless reflects two principles: on the one hand, a tendency to divide into the smallest parts possible; on the other hand, a tendency to maintain the minimal length of a verse in the Bible, which is three words. When each item consists of one word, the result in necessarily verses containing three items. When the length of the items is two words, the same principles result in verses containing two items, since dividing into verses containing only one would produce verses two words in length.
However, these principles cannot account for the method employed in the case of items consisting of three words or more. In such cases, division into the smallest parts would produce verses containing one item each. Each verse would be three words in length, which is absolutely legitimate. But this was in fact not the practice employed by those responsible for versification. Therefore, the principles mentioned so far are inadequate to explain why such lists are divided into verses containing two items.
I suggest that a third principle is at work here. When items are longer than one word, there is always some kind of resemblance between the items; usually there is even repetition of a word with each item. Consequently, division into verses containing two items creates two parts which resemble each other in each verse. This gives the impression of parallelism between two hemistiches. Thus, dividing a list into verses consisting of two items lends the list 44) In certain conditions also of two. 45) Inconsistency is discerned when the items consist of four words. Such lists can be divided into verses containing either one or two items. the appearance of biblical poetry. 46 It is true that in poetic parallelism only two parts of a line resemble each other, while in a list the resemblance applies to all of the items; still, dividing a list into verses containing two items produces parallelism within each verse. For example: This method cannot be applied when the items consist of only one word, since the individual items share no verbal link, and dividing so that each verse contains two pairs would not create parallelism. However, this method could be applied in the case of long items (instead of dividing into verses of one item). The problem is that with long items, dividing into verses containing two items each would result in overly long verses, the prevention of which evidently overrides the motivation for creating parallelism within such verses. We should keep in mind that long verses are not typical of biblical poetry, and 46) According to Wickes, the dichotomy system of accentual division within the verse was derived from biblical poetry, where the division into two parts is rooted in the structure and is the most natural division, and subsequently imposed on the prose; see Wickes, A Treatise, pp. 30-31. It is thus reasonable to expect the same principle to be at work in the method of versification.
thus arranging long items in pairs would not imbue the list with poetic character.
Accordingly, the logic of the system is based on three principles: creating a verse with a reasonable length (not fewer than three words, but not too long); dividing into the smallest parts possible; and arrangement so as to resemble the parallelism of biblical poetry. 47 The desire for division into the smallest parts possible is unique to lists and is not evident in the division of other biblical material. 48 While regular sentences can be arranged hierarchically, according to the syntactic relationship between the sentences, in a row of items there is no hierarchy, the syntactic relationship between them being merely one of coordination. Therefore, the most natural method of division is into the smallest parts.
I hope that this research may serve as a starting point for the investigation into the rationale of versification in other kinds of texts as well. Such research will further our understanding of the relationship between the various components of the Masoretic Text and of the history of the biblical text in general.
47) It is worth noting that in Masoretic manuscripts many of these lists are presented in a structure resembling that of biblical poetry. I will adduce two examples from the Aleppo Codex: 
